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Rationale.--The term "behavior proximity" is concerned
with the apparently simple and straightforward question;
what is the distance at which an individual's interactions
with others are functional without stress or invasion? More
specifically, research in this area has been designed to in¬
vestigate the effects of the invasion of behavior proximity
and to assess numerous factors affected by the concept. Be¬
havior proximity is a multi-facet concept, as is evident of
its presence in the mcuiy aspects of the behavioral sciences.
Its study is presently one of the topics of central in¬
terest among behavioral scientists. Thus, a large amount of
information, concerning factors which affect the understand¬
ing of the topic, is being generated.
The present study is concerned primarily with
investigating the proximic patterns of two racial groups.
Blacks and whites. If, in fact. Blacks have closer inter¬




Evolution of the problem.—The present study was under¬
taken because the writer found no study in the literature
that had demonstrated and explored the possible dynamic
interplay of similarities and differences in proximic be¬
havior as a result of learned proximic patterns.
Contributions to educational knowledge.—The evidence
reviewed in the related literature on proximic behavior, in¬
dicated that a better xinderstanding of the concept would
have a profound effect on many factors functionally related
to it.
If the hypotheses of this study are confirmed, it would
contribute to research findings that facilitate the under¬
standing of assxamed differences among races and groups of
people. Assumed differences are chief components of racist
beliefs in our society. To alleviate or improve this social
ill, theories, principles, and research findings, from many
other sciences, need to be integrated into our attitude
systems and applied to ouf behaviors.
Significant questions may be raised about the findings
of this study. Other efforts may be made to solve problems
directly related to these findings. This study will have
made significant contributions to knowledge if such results
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should occur.
Statement of the problem.—The problem inherent in this
study was that of studying the proximic behavioral patterns
of a selected group of Black and white subjects of lower-
and middle-class status.
Purpose of the study.—The study was designed to
determine the differential effects that racial and class
differences have on proximic behavioral patterns. More
specifically, the purpose of this study was to test the
hypotheses listed below.
1. The proximic behavioral pattern will not differ
significcuitly for Black and white subjects.
2. The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ
significantly for middle-<:lass Black and white
subjects.
3. The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ
significantly for lower-class Blacks and white
subjects.
4. The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ
significantly for middle-class Blacks and lower-
class Black subjects.
5. The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ
significantly for middle-class whites and lower-
class white subjects.
6. The proximic behavioral patterns of lower-class
Black females will not differ significantly from
those of lower-class white females.
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7. The proximic behavioral patterns of lower-class
Black males will not differ significantly from
those of lower-class white males.
8. The proximic behavioral patterns of middle-class
Black males will not differ significantly from
those of middle-class white males.
9. The proximic behavioral patterns of middle-class
Black females will not differ significantly from
those of middle-class white females.
10. The proximic behavioral patterns of middle-class
black males and middle-class white females will
not differ significantly,
11. The proximic behavioral patterns of middle-class
Black females and middle-class white males will
not differ significantly.
12. The proximic behavioral patterns of middle-class
Black females and lower-class white females will
not differ significantly.
13. The proximic behavioral patterns of middle-class
Black males and lower-class white males will not
differ significantly.
14. The proximic behavioral patterns of middle-class
Black males and lower-class white females will not
differ significantly.
Definition of terms.—The following terms will have the
following meanings in this study:
1. Individual distance - the characteristic spacing
of species existing only when two or more members
of the same species are present, and is affected
greatly by population density.^
^R. Sommer, Personal Space (Englewood Cliffs, N, J.:
Prentice Hall, 1969), p, 27.
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2. Personal distance - the distance that the organism
customarily places between itself and other organ¬
isms . 1
3. Personal space - an area with invisible boundaries
surrounding a person's body into which intruders
may not come.^
4. Proximic behavior - how men tinconsciously structure
microspace distance between men in the conduct of
daily transactions, the organization of space in
their houses and buildings; and, ultimately, the lay¬
out of their towns,^
5. Social distance - the degree of acceptance or
rejection of social interaction between individuals
belonging to diverse racial, ethnic, or class
groups.4
6. Lower-lower class - have a bad reputation among
those who are socially above them, "rhis evaluation
includes beliefs that they are lazy, shiftless,
and will not work. They oppose the good middle-
class virtues belonging to the essence of the
protestant ethic. They are thought to be improvi¬
dent and unwilling or xmable to save their money
for a rainy day; and, therefore, often dependent
on the private or pxiblic agency and on poor re¬
lief. ... It is certain that they deserve only part
of this reputation. Research shows that many of
^Ibid., p, 26.
2r. Sommer, "Studies in Personal Space," Journal of
Sociometry, Vol. 19, p. 247.
^E. T. Hall, "A System of Notation of Proximic Be¬
havior," American Anthropologist, 1963, p. 65.
^Webster's Third New International Dictionary Un¬
abridged, 1961. p. 2162.
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them are guilty of no more than being poor cind
lacking in the desire to get ahead, this latter
trait being common among those above them.^
7. Upper-lower class - least differentiated from the
adjacent levels and hardest to distinguish in the
hierarchy, but clearly present. This group is com¬
posed of the "poor but honest workers" who more
often than not are only semi-skilled or lanskilled.
Their relative place in the hierarchy of class is
well portrayed by comparing them with the classes
superior to them and with the lower-lower class
beneath them in the category of how they spend their
money.2
8. The lower-middle class - the top of the Common Man
level. It is composed of clerks and other white-
collar workers, tradesmen, and a fraction of
skilled workers. Their small houses fill "the side
streets" down from Hill Street, where the upper-
classes and some of the upper-middle live. They
are noticeably absent from the better surburbs
where the upper-middle class concentrates. "Side
Streeter" is a term often used by those above them
to imply an inferior way of life and an inconse¬
quential status. They have accumulated little
property but are frequently home owners. Some of
the more successful members of ethnic groups, such
as Italians, Irish, French-Canadians, etc., have
reached this level. Only a few members of these
cultural minorities have gone beyond. None of them
have reached the old-family level.3
9. Upper-middle class - members of the solid, highly
respectable grouping. The people who get things
done and provide the active front in civic affairs
for the classes above them. They aspire to the
L. Warner, Social Class in America (New York:




classes above them, and they hope their good deeds,
civic activities, and high moral principles will
somehow be recognized far beyond the usual pat on
the back and that they will be invited by those
above them into the intimacies of upper-class
cliques and exclusive clubs. Such recognition might
increase their status and would be likely to make
them members of the lower-upper group. The fact
that this rarely happens seldom stops members of
this level, once activated, from continuing to try.
The men tend to be owners of stores and belong to
professional levels. Their incomes average less
than those of the lower-upper class, this latter
group having a larger income than any other group,
including the old family level.1
Limitations of the study.—This study was limited in the
following ways:
1. The participants did not constitute a representative
sample of a large enough population to justify gen¬
eralizations in the interpretation of the findings.
2. The participants were chosen unrandomly.
3. The results of this study result from the observa¬
tions of the experimenter.
4. The writer did not employ an instriiment to assess
the social classes of the sxibjects employed in the
study, social class was assumed.
Method of research.—The descriptive-survey method of
research, employing statistical analysis techniques, was
used in this study.
Ibid., p. 13.
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Locale and period of the study.—The study was conducted
in South Carolina in Hampton and Orangeburg counties. The
segment of the study done in Hampton County was conducted in
the township of Estill. The segment of the study implemented
in Orangeburg Covtnty was done in the city of Orangeburg,
Description of subjects.—A total of 240 subjects were
employed in the study—60 siibjects representing each socio¬
economic class, namely, lower-class Blacks, lower-class
whites, lower-and upper-middle class Blacks and lower-and
upper-middle-class whites. Each group was employed with
equal numbers of male-male, female-female, and male-female
interacting groups (20 per subgrouping). The samples were
drawn from first and second graders with an age range from
6 to 9 years of age. The observations of lower class Black
and white children were made in public lower-socioeconomic-
class elementary schools in Hampton and Orangeburg counties,
S. C. Because of the size of the school district and the
social structure of the community, the chosen observers, in
most cases, were familiar with the economic status of the
children. Another factor to be considered is that there are
private school in Orangeburg county's school district which
tend to attract the more affluent—both white and Black.
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Hampton County, however, has no private Black institutions,
and all Black students attend public schools. However,
Hampton County is the third poorest county in the state, and
so it was assiamed that the observed subjects were sustained
on poverty incomes. Hampton County, however, has private
white institutions which attract affluent whites.
Observations for middle-class Black children were made
at Felton Laboratory School, a learning center which is an
extension of South Carolina State College. It was assumed
that the children utilized in the study were from lower and
upper middle-class groupings. In this case, socio-economic
class was, again, discussed with the observers to facilitate
the implementation of the purpose of the study. The observa¬
tions of lower-and upper-middle-class white children were
made at a privately funded segregated school also in Orange¬
burg, South Carolina.
Description of materials and instrximents.—Slides
representing the various interacting positions were taken
with a Yashica Electro 35mm camera, Kodak 35ram film was used
to make the slides. The slides were displayed on a 4 x 4
screen. Rating sheets, displaying the designated positions
numbered from zero to eight, were administered. Two life
10
size figurines, mounted on circular bases, were also used to
exhibit the eight interacting positions during the four
training sessions for each group of observers. A tape mea¬
sure was also used to assess the correct distances between
the subjects. Experimentation took place in three school
playgrounds approximately 100 square yards each during the
physical education or play period. Due to the similarity in
the size of the play areas, it was not necessary to experi¬
mentally manipulate the play area for research purposes.
Procedure steps.—The system utilized for measuring
proximic distances is an early system devised by Edward T.
Hall and is one of the dominant measures used by other re¬
searchers in researching proximic behavior. The writer, in
an attempt to further substantiate the study, sought to list
reliability and validity measures but these measures are not
yet established. The axis measure is determined by the rela¬
tion of one person's shoulder to that of another. A descrip¬
tion of each of the interacting positions was presented. The
relationships were acored on a scale of 0 throughS. The
lower the score the more direct or closer the proximic
distance. To serve as a means of elaborating on these axis
measures, the following Figure I-III is provided.
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The system also takes distance into account, using
inches as the measure for rec^dir^g the feetivwi^ tte
participants. The observations were made on the assumption
that all sidajects were of equal height. It was also assumed
that the stibject's head was straight forward and parallel
with his/her shoulders.
To serve as judges in the research study, two ^tudenjj^
in the Education Department at South Carolina State College
and two teaching assistants having playground duty were
selected. Three training sessions were executed to famil¬
iarize the obsearvers with recognizing proximic behavior
patterns. I'b prevent observer bias, the observers were not
informed of the hypotheses being tested until after the
study had been conducted. Slides of interactant behavior
were presented and rated by all of the observers until their
observations were in ninety percent agreement.
The observers were instructed to make a rating at the
onset of the interactants' behavior. The two experimenters,
per school, were assigned to a restricted portion of the
play area to prevent repeated ratings. Each observer was
instructed to make a total of 60 ratings, with an equal num¬
ber of male-male, female-female, and male-female interacting
groups. The data were collected over a period of two days
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with highly similar weather conditions to minimize the effect
of uncontrollable effects of the weather. After completion
of the data-gathering process, the participating observers
took part in a final debriefing session, ihey were then told
the social importance and the purpose of the research.
Survey of related literature.—in this synopsis of the
literature the writer will consider five distinct lines of
research which have been foxind to be fruitful in the study
of behavior proximity. First, attention will be directed to
personality and several variables which have been found to
influence this type of behavior. Secondly, the issue of
seating preference as it affects the concept. Thirdly, a
distinction between the terms crowding and density will be
discussed because of the widespread misuse of terms in this
line of research. Fourthly, attention will be focused on
room size as it relates to behavior proximity of inter¬
actants. Finally, the factors, social class and race, as
they relate to the phenomena, will be investigated, and also
included is a brief discussion on proximity in other dis¬
ciplines, namely, biology or animal studies, and census
tract data surveys.
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Personality.—Meisels and Canter^ instituted a study
concerned with the effect of a number of personality
characteristics and social situations as they relate to the
amount of spatial proximity employed in a dyad. The study
was designed to replicate the findings of Sommer,^ that use
of spatial proximity is greater when an interactant is intro
verted or schizophrenic and perceives the "other" as being
unfriendly, handicapped or deviant, it was hypothesized
that being different from the "other" would generate ten¬
sion which in turn would lead to an increase in spatial
proximity. Meisels and Canter^ in a series of two studies
tested the hypothesis that greater spatial distances would
be used in high stress situations when discussing a contro¬
versial topic by introverted and deviant subjects.
Subjects were composed of 52 female students, each of
which had been administered the Maudsley Personality
Inventory as a measure of introversion-extroversion. The
^M. Meisels and P. Carpenter, "Personal Space and
Personality Characteristics: A New Confrontation,"
Psychological Reports 27 (1970): 287.
^R. Sommer and F. D. Becker, "Territorial Defense and
the Good Neighbor," Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 11 (1969):85.
%eisels and Canter, op. cit., p. 287.
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subject was then given a list of 12 topics ranging from
sexual perversion to fashion trends and asked to rank them
according to whether she would find them difficult to
discuss with a stranger. At this point the subject was
asked to enter a room and discuss an assigned topic with
another female student (confederate). The confederate was
always seated when the subject entered with three chairs
located at distances of 3, 6, and 9 feet from the con¬
federate's chair. Half of the subjects were assigned to
discuss the topic she had rated as most difficult to discuss
with a stranger (stress condition), and the others were
assigned to discuss the topic rated as least difficult
(nonstress condition). Results of the study did not sup¬
port the hypothesis, half of the subjects in the stress
condition chose the seat closest to the confederate.^
A second study was utilized to investigate the rela¬
tionship between "actual" or "subjectively" felt deviancy
cuid personal space under conditions of stress and non¬
stress, A group of 96 subjects was administered the
subscales of the MMPI which provided a measure of "actual"
^Ibid., p. 288,
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deviancy. They were then asked to respond to a question¬
naire that compared their attitudes with those of their
peers and family on contemporary topics, which provided a
measure of "subjectively" felt deviancy. Days later each
subject was asked to come in to take part in an experiment.
Upon arrival, she was asked to wait in a room with a con¬
federate—a nonstressful situation. The seats in the room
were arranged from 2 to 10 feet from the confederate. The
subject was then called into another room and instructed
to discuss her first impressions of the confederate, both
good and bad, with a confederate—a stress situation. The
chair she chose was again measiired to compare differences
during the two situations.
Results of the study showed that spatial proximity and
deviancy, both "actual" and "subjectively" felt, were both
statistically insignificant. The researcher's suggested
explanation to these findings was that personal space may
not be a unitcory phenomenon, A research study by Dorsey
and Meisels showed that correlations between a number of
spatial indices such as sitting, standing, and projective
measvires are sometimes low.l
A. Dorsey and M. Meisels, "Personal Space and Self
Protection," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology
11 (1969):93.
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Another study, concerned with factors of personality as
it related to proximic behavior, was launched by the efforts
of Pedersen^. His investigation was concerned with person¬
ality and demographic correlates of simulated personal
space. The intention of his study was to uncover some
personality and demographic correlates of simulated personal
space. Because of the inconsistencies in the quality of
single personality instruments employed in previous studies,
Pedersen chose to use an array of instrvunents to assess traits.
The traits assessed were neuroticism, tolerance of ambiquity,
ratings of self, amount of touching relative to best male
friend, birth order, cultural extraction, and amount of
drinking. All of these traits were believed to be pertinent
to interpersonal interactions. Subjects were given person¬
ality, demographic, and personal space measures.
Results of the study indicated that subjects with
smaller personal spaces were less aggressive, more self-
acceptant, tolerated more ambiquity,and tended to have a
high ideal self. Subjects with smaller back personal space
M. Pedersen, "Personality and Demographic Cor¬
relates of Proximity Preferences," Journal of Psychology
85 (1973):151.
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showed evidence of higher self acceptcuice levels, higher
emotional stability levels, and a lower intake of alcohol.^
2
Sewell and Heisler, in still another study with pur¬
pose of exploring the relations between personality traits
and proximity preferences, devised a study on or about the
time of the forementioned study.
Thirty-five male svibjects took part in the study.
Each subject, upon arrival, was received by a male inter¬
viewer who asked him to "pull up a chair," The distance
which the siibject placed his chair was then recorded. The
subject was then given alleged information as to the nature
of the experiment and asked to complete the Personality
Research Form at home.
Outcomes of the study showed that people, who scored
high on the "Exhibition" scale, positioned themselves
closer to the experimenter. Those scoring high on the
"Impulsitivity" scale also selected distances close to the
experimenter, A final important outcome of the study.
^Ibid., p, 107.
2
A. F. Sewell and J. T. Heisler, "Personality Cor¬
relates of Proximity Preferences," Journal of Psychology
85 (1973):151.
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though not significant, was that high scorers on the
"Cognitive Structure scale" tended to sit farther from the
experimenter.^
Seating.—To assess seating preferences, as they re-
2
late to proximic behavior, Moore and Feller devised an
investigation to determine if actual introduction of another
stibject into a minimal social constant situation would
affect previously observed seating preferences. The study
utilized 66 volunteers (33 female and 33 male). Six chairs
were placed in a circle with equal distances separating
them. Three conditions were employed in the study with an
equal number of females and males per treatment. In the
control group, the lone subject was asked to take a seat
while waiting on the experimenter. The experimenter then
entered, noted the selected seat, and briefed the subject
on the alleged purpose of the study. The same procedure
was used for the two other groups, with the only difference
^Ibid., p. 154.
2
R. J. Moore and E. E. Feller, "Seating Preferences:
Preliminary investigation," Psychological Reports 29 (1971):
1073.
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being that the experimenter was seated when each sxibject
entered. The chair occupied, by the experimenter, was
determined by seating preferences shown by the control
group.
Results of the study showed that the presence of
another subject in one of the chairs altered the seating
preferences of the subject as compared to the "absent
other" condition. Seating preferences were altered as a
function of where the experimenter sat in the circle. Seats,
adjacent to the experimenter, were not selected even if
they were the most selected in the control situation. This
finding is in agreement with the earlier finding of Sommer^
who found that occupying the adjacent chair in a library
contributed to the invaded student leaving in an uncrowded
situation. And so, the overall results substantiate the
assumption that behavior proximity is an important factor
of seating preferences in minimal interpersonal communica-
tion Situations,^
^Sommer, op, cit., p. 90
2
Moore and Feller, op. cit., p. 1074.
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Within the realms of the forementioned study, Broehmann
and Moller^ piloted a study whose purpose was to assess the
preference for seating positions in various situations
namely, coxinseling, formal, social, and home situations. Ef¬
forts were made to assess the preferred distance between the
chairs of the various situations. The study was aimed at
revealing the possible existing relationships between pre¬
ferred seating and proximic behavior.
Subjects were administered two questionnaires, the Six¬
teen Personality Factor devised by Cattel, and the Personal,
Home, social. Formal Relations Questionnaire to ascertain
measures of the s\abjects' total social adjustment. Subjects
were asked to indicate their preferences for seating positions
by using a series of photographs. These photographs display
four different positions as if they were engaged in discussing
a problem with a psychologist (counseling situation): (a) a
job interview (formal), (b) conversing with a friend of same
sex (social-general), (c) conversing with a friend of op¬
posite sex, or (d) talking with a parent (home). After
making these selections, each subject was instructed to list
^N. C. Broekmann and A. T. Holler, "Preferred Seating
Positions in Various Situations," Journal of Counseling
Psychology 20 (1973):504.
21
his preference for the distance between chairs. This was also
done by using photographs.
The results of the experiment were viewed as indicative
of a preference for different seating positions in many
situations. The findings also suggested that there were no
statistically significant differences between seating posi¬
tions found in the counseling and formal situations. The
same was also evident for the social situations. Another
important finding was that the selected pattern, in the home
condition, was significantly different from the others, which
may be attributed to this situation being viewed as qualita¬
tively different as compared to the others.^
Density and room size.—Research, concerned with the use
of human space, has been vast but general and often inconsis¬
tent. Stokols^ attributes this lack of progress partially
to the misuse of the terms "density" and "crowding." These
terms have been used interchangeably by many theorists.
^Ibid., p. 506.
2
D. Stokols, "On the Distinction Between Density and
Crowding: Some Implications for Future Research," Psychol
oqical Reyiew 79 (1972):275.
22
Stokols suggests that the terms be distinguished between —
density, involving spatial limitation, and the experimental
state, crowding, in which the restrictive aspects of limited
space are perceived by those exposed to them. Because of the
confusion of the term, crowding tends to be viewed in terms
of spatial considerations alone, rather than taking into
account the social and personal dimensions which may inter¬
act with spatial factors to mediate the experience of crowd¬
ing. According to Stokols'^ proposed distinction, density
is viewed as a necessary antecedent, rather than a sufficient
condition, for the experience of crowding. If individuals,
occupying a limiting amount of space behaviors, do not
demand a high degree of behavioral coordination, or if their
relationships are of a cooperative, friendly nature, or if
they are used to such limited space, they may not perceive
their living space as being restrictive.^ But to an out¬
sider, accustomed to totally different living conditions,





Stokols suggests that future research, in the area of human
use of space, take into consideration (a) behavioral measures
pertaining to the augmentation of one's space, (b) subjective
reports of restriction and discomfort, (c) observational in¬
dexes of tension, and (d) psychological indicators of strain,^
White^ devised a study to investigate the relationship between
room size and proximic behavior as it is affected by the sex
and status of the interactants. His study also took into
consideration Stokols' pointers.^ The subject reported
whether he undesrwent any feelings of discomfort, or anxiety
during the interaction. A number of previous studies ex¬
plored the interaction effects of sex and status, but little
is known in the psychiatric literature of their effects when
room size is considered. In the procedure for observing
interpersonal distances subjects were asked to discuss
with another person the usefulness of the counseling program
in helping them plan perspective careers. Siabjects were
^Ibid., p. 276.
2
M. J. White, "Interpersonal Distance as Affected by
Room Size, Status, and Sex," Journal of Social Psychology
95 (1975):241.
3
Stokols, 22,. cit., p. 276.
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asked to discuss the program in either the small or the large
room conditions, in controlling the status variable, the
confederate was introduced as a student. He was perceived
as a subject who had just been in the counseling program.
He was of equal status. Sometimes he was viewed as a research
professor who was of national fame attributable to his work
in student attitudes. In dealing with the third variable,
confederates of ages appropriate to their specified status,
were utilized.
After the interactions, subjects were asked to complete
a questionnaire about the counseling program and to respond
to whether they were "comfortable-uncomfortable" and "at
ease-anxious" in the experiment.
The results of the study showed an inverse relation be¬
tween seated conversation distance and room size. Subjects
tended to sit closer in the large room condition—about 50
inches closer. This was a finding which supports an earlier
finding of Sommer.^ The results also indicated that the
relation was more complex than the inverse function. While
the first of the subjects tended to sit closer in a large
^Sommer, o£. cit., p. 276.
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room, still a large number (8 of 40) sat farther apart than
any sxibject in the room.^
The effects of status and sex, in relation to room size
in the study, were confounded. The single lucid outcome of
the study was that females sat closer to confederates than
males. The predicted effects of status and sex of the con-
2federates were confirmed only for the female confederate.
Bl\imenthal and Carpenter,^ in still another study con¬
cerned with density, investigated the effects of population
density on the behavior of patients in mental hospitals, an
area which is virtually untouched. Blumenthal, in conducting
research on the effects of density, also, adheres to Stokols'^
specifications of defining density and to the implications to
be considered in researching the phenomena.
The purpose of the study was to explore the effects of
^Ibid., p. 247.
^Ibid.
^R. Blumenthal and M. D. Carpenter, "The Effects of
Population Density on the Overt Behavior of Mental Patients,
Journal of Psychiatric Research 10 (1974):89,
^Stokols, op. cit., p. 276.
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population density on a group of psychiatric patients in an
intensive care unit. The hypothesis tested was that changes
in the population density would have a direct effect on the
overt behavior of the patients occupying the unit,^
The setting of the study was a research hospital with
a very adequate patient-staff ratio. The intensive care
unit was made up primarily of patients with acute personality
disorganization, also of patients who had suffered relapses
since their initial confinements. The patients were housed
in a structured type atmosphere and were allowed to sleep
during specified hours only.^
Because of the nature of the experiment, it was not pos¬
sible to manipulate the density of the unit in terms of
population or spatial size. However, as an alternative, a
time sample of observation was used in which population
density could be expected to vary over a period of time. By
using factor analysis, some stable factors of patient behavior
were assessed, namely: watching/listening, sleeping, non¬
social functional behavior, hallucinatory behavior, negative
^Blumenthal and Carpenter, op.cit., p. 98.
^Ibid.
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social interactions, positive social interactions, and null/
motoric behavior.^
Results of the study showed that increasing the number
of persons in an intensive care unit had no statistically
significant effects on the overt behaviors of the patients
occupying the unit in any of the categories set up by the
factor analysis—not even when the population density was
doubled.^ It is suggested that this was possibly due to the
patients' developing behavior patterns insensitive to the
changes in the ntamber of persons in the unit.
Race and culture.—Forston and Carson^ in an attempt to
replicate Hall's findings that Latin Americans have closer
spatial interaction distances, did a follow-up study, ihey
employed thirty-two subjects that were coupled with persons
of their own cultural groups (North Americans or Latin
Americans) . 'Fhe subjects were asked to discuss a problem
concerning the Middle East crisis and come to a solution
within five minutes. As they interacted, their proximic
^Ibid.
2
R. Forston and C. Larson, "The Dynamics of Space,"




behaviors were recorded by trained observers and photographed.
They found no evidence supporting Hall's findings that Latin
American students would sit closer to one another than
American students,^ However, they concluded that many other
unknown variables may be operating in proximic research.
Though there were statistically no significant mean differences
in the seating positions chosen by Latin Americans, findings
suggested that there may be a relationship between seating
position and distance. Latin Americans chose Hall's n\imber
one position—face-to-face with the shoulders parallel to
one another.^ Findings also suggested that there may be a
relationship between distance and context, degree of intimacy
among subjects, or ego involvement. Many of the suggested
relationships of this study were later confirmed, a few of
which have been previously mentioned, such as in the section
on seating preference, also in the section of personality.
The second hypothesis concerning distance differences
was also not confirmed, Latin Americcins tended to seat




opposite of Hall's research findings.^
Still, in another follow-up study, Watson and Graves^
executed an experiment that did support Hall's hypothesis
that Arab students' interaction distances were less than
AmericcUi interaction distances. They used what they thought
to be an empirical means of testing proximic behavior. They
found that Arab students' interaction distances were closer
than American students. Arab students also had higher eye
contact, and conversed in louder tones. Their findings
showed subcultural differences among Arabs from four different
nations, and among Americans from four different regions of
the United States, Though persuasive, Watson and Graves'
findings are not readilly accepted because of the small
number of subjects they used to compose a dyad—sixteen sub¬
jects per dyad and four per subculture. They also used a
faulty statistical analysis that increased their probability
of findings statistically significant differences.^
^Ibid., p. 116.
^O. Watson and T.■ Graves,"Quantitative Research in




Frank N. Willis,^ in a study also concerned with the
factors of race and culture, hypothesized that proxiraic dis¬
tances were related to the relationship between the individ¬
uals and their sex, age and race. The purpose of the study
was to specify standing and speaking distances of the siab-
jects per trial and to describe these distances with pre¬
cision. The results of the study showed a relationship
between closeness of the two people ^d their use of spatial
distance. Findings showed that more women than men tended
to have significantly closer spatial distances with those
2
they considered good friends. However, women tended to
stand farther apart from people they considered acquaintances
or strangers. Peers had closer spatial distances than non¬
peers. Findings also suggested that Blacks had greater
spatial distances than whites^ he does specify social level.
1
F. Ni Willis cind A. Fry, "Invasion of Personal Space





Edwards^ instituted a study with the purpose of showing
that during an encounter situation the distance and the de¬
gree which the interactants employ are determined by factors
such as degree of acquaintance, cultural background, presence
or absence of stress, strength of interpersonal involvement,
and the friendliness or hostility of the encounter. All of
these are learned aspects of behavior. Thirty male subjects,
representing four cultures, participated in the experiment.
The subjects consisted of white and Xhosa students at Rhodes
University, an urban Xhosa group of laborers at the University,
and a rural group which totally rejected westernization and
education. Edwards employed the Weiner and Mehrabian Immediacy
Scale. The subjects were instructed to place dolls to
represent a ntimber of social situations. Also, the distance
between the dolls was affected by specified variables, name¬
ly, culture of the subject, the degree of acquaintance of the
interactants, the location of the interactants, and the de¬
gree of formality of the interaction.
Results of the experiment showed that in the three con¬
ditions (friends, acquaintances, and strangers) that used
^D. J. Edwards, "A Cross Cultural Study of Social
Orientation and Distance Schemata by the Method of Doll
Placement," Journal of Social Psychology 89 (1973):351.
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rural and urban Xhosa subjects they perceived acquaintance
encounters as unfriendly.^ This was evident in three of the
other findings. Urban Xhosa placed acquaintances farther
apart than strangers, both urban and rural. Xhosa placed dolls
so that they faced more indirectly in the acquaintances posi¬
tion than in other conditions. There were larger differences
in this condition in placements by the rural Xhosa. Thus,
the study confirmed the hypothesis that, during the encounter
situations, the distance and the degree which the interactants
employ are subjected to factors such as degree of acquaintances
and cultural background.
Aiello and Jones^ in the same vein, conducted an
experiment to examine the variations of proximic behavior in
Black, Puerto Rican, and middle-class white subcultures
(note: middle class whites were also grouped as a subcul¬
ture) . A total of 210 dyads were used in the study
consisting of an equal number of males and females. The
^Ibid., p. 171.
^Ibid.
^J. R. Aiello and S. E. Jones, "Field Study of the Prox¬
imic Behavior of Young School children in Their Subculture
Groups," Journal of Social Psychology 83 (1971) 351.
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samples were drawn from first cUid second grade children from
their subcultural groupings. They were observed in school
playgrounds by trained observers who recorded interaction
distances and directness of shoulder orientation with 90%
agreement. Findings suggest that sex influenced cultural
differences, for white middle class subjects, but had no
influence for Black and Puerto Rican subcultures.^ The
results of the experiment showed that lower class Blacks and
Puerto Ricans had closer interaction distances, but less
direct shoulder axis orientation than did middle class
whites.^
The findings of the study were reported in unclear
terms. The researchers suggest race as the responsible vari-
3
able for the found differences.
Proximic behavior in other disciplines.—Proximic be¬





than the behavioral sciences. It has generated considerable
interest in the area of animal studies, and in the area of
correlational surveys utilizing census tract data, in fact
widespread indepth research was evident in these areas prior
to the recent interest found now in the study of human use
of space. The intent here is to recognize other disciplines’
efforts in the area of proximic behavior. But, because of
the tremendous amotmt of information produced by the efforts
of other disciplines, reference will be made only to a minute
number of those contributions in keeping with the objectives
of this brief discussion, that is, to recognize the discipline
but not to provide a detailed account of its individualized
findings.
Calhoun,^ a researcher concerned with biology, or animal
studies, devised a study to assess the possible outcomes of
population density and social pathology. Though this study
grew out of the area of animal studies, its findings hold
serious implications for society. A set number of rats was
confined to an adequate living experimental situation. They
were allowed to breed for 16 months, with the spatial size
^J, B. Calhoun, "^^pulafeipn Density and Social Pathology,"
Scientific American 206 (1962):139,
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of colony being held constant. The pathologies observed
were; many females were unable to complete a full term
pregnancy, and, if they did, many did not survive delivery.
Even more (rats) were inadequate in their maternal functions.
Among the males, there was evidence of sexual deviation and
cannibalism, social withdrawal, and disorganized social
structure.^ These findings imply that given adequate living
arrangements and a "nice" community can become one overwhelmed
with social problems if conditions such as overcrowding
develop, or if faulty planning is utilized in the structur¬
ing of communities.
Other researchers in the area of biology or animal
studies have also produced studies with vital findings such
as those of Christian, hut because of the nature of
this paper these findings will not be summarized.
There has also been research done in correlational
surveys utilizing census tract data which relate to the
issue of proximic behavior. Mitchell^ designed a study to
^Ibid., p. 146.
2p. Christian, et ^., "On the Phenomenology of Bodily
Existence," Journal of Anthropology 11 (1960):2-9.
^R. Mitchell, "Some Implications of High Density Hous¬
ing," Americal Sociological Review 36 (1971);18.
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assess the effects that a nviiriber of dimensions have on hous¬
ing, especially density, on the interactions of the family
unit, and on the levels of emotional strain, and attitudes
toward housing. The study was done in Hong King, the city
with the highest possible level of density.
Information was gathered through the use of the self-
report method. One of the major effects or findings of the
study was that attitudes toward housing responded clearly to
densities within dwelling units.^ High density levels also
affected two components of emotional strain, that is, worry
2
and unhappiness. Yet, it had no significant effect on
deeper and more basic levels of emotional strain and hostil¬
ity,^ Another important finding was that high density
housing serves to impede interaction and friendship among
neighbors and friends,^






has vincovered many findings which provide some insight into
the nature of proximic behavior, such as the contributions
of Schmitt,^ which facilitate one's total understanding of
the concept.
^R. C. Schmitt, "Density, Delinquency and Crimes in
Honolulu," Sociological Social Research, 41 (1951):274-276,
CHAPTER II
PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF THE DATA
This chapter contains the data obtained from the sub¬
jects who participated jLn this study. Also, the analyses of
these data and the interpretations of them are included. To
facilitate the study the writer has provided graphs of
various interacting positions in Figures I-III. (See Appendix)
Table I contains the proximic scores made by the sub¬
jects who participated in this study.
TABLE 1
PARTICIPANTS' PROXIMIC SCORES














































































































































































































Group 1 (N=60) Group 2 {N=60) Group 3 (N=60) Group 4 (N*60)
3 1 5 3
2 6 8 2
5 4 4 0
3 5 0 5
6 3 4 1
4 3 3 2
3 0 8 2
3 0 8 4
4 1 4 4
5 1 4 2
5 1 5 2
The data show wide variations in the scores made by
each group. The variations among the scores for the first
three groups are indicated. The scores of group four are
less varied. These groups of subjects represent lower-class








LOWER-CIASS FEMALE PARTICIPANTS' PROXIMIC SCORES





















The data in Table 2 show two salient characteristics.
First, more black females made the lowest scores while the
white females made more of the higher scores. Second, the
ranges of the scores of both groups were the same, from 0-8.
Table 3 contains the scores made by the lower-class
Black and white males.
TABLE 3
LOWER-CLASS MALE PARTICIPANTS' PROXIMIC SCORES
Descriptions













































The data in Table 3 show a smaller range between the
Black males' scores. However, the variations are large for
both groups.




MIDDLE-CLASS FEMALE PARTICIPANTS' PROXIMIC SCORES
Descriptions




























These data show a slightly larger range of scores for
the white males, e.g., 0-7 as compared with a range of 0-6
for black males.
Table 5 contains scores for middle-class Black and white
males.
TABLE 5
MIDDLE-CLASS MALE PARTICIPANTS' PROXIMIC SCORES
Descriptions






































The data in Table 5 show a slightly wider range of
scores for the Black males, 0-8, than for the white males
whose range is 0=7. However, both groups of scores are quite
varied for such small groups.
Table 6 contains analyses of scores for Black and white
subjects.
TABLE 6
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS AND COMPARISON OF










The data in Table 6 show no statistically significant
difference,' between the means of these two groups. However,
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whites were slightly higher than the Blacks.
Table 7 contains a statistical analysis of the perform¬
ance of the lower-class subjects.
TABLE 7
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OP LOWER-CLASS SUBJECTS' SCORES
Groups








The data in Table 7 show no statistically significant
difference between the mean performance of these two groups.
However, lower-class Blacks had a slightly higher score than
the whites.
Table 8 contains a statistical analysis of the perform¬
ance of the middle-class subjects.
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TABLE 8













The data in Table 8 show no statistically significant
differences between the mean scores of these groups. How¬
ever, middle-class Blacks had a slightly higher score than
middle-class whites.
Table 9 contains a statistical comparison of the perform¬
ance of middle-class Black and lower-class Black subjects.
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TABLE 9
STATISTICAL COMPARISON OF PERFORMANCE OF BLACK SUBJECTS
Groups









The data in Table 9 show no statistically significant
differences between the means of these two groups. However,
middle-class Blacks had a slightly higher score than lower-
class Blacks.
Table 10 contains a statistical comparison of the per¬
formance of middle-class and lower-class whites.
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TABLE 10
STATISTICAL COMPARISON OF PERFORMANCE OF WHITE SUBJECTS
Groups









The data in Table 10 show no statistically significant
differences between the mecins of these two groups. However,
middle-class whites had a slightly higher mean score than
the lower-class whites.
Table 11 contains a statistical analysis of the perform¬
ance of lower-class Black and lower-class white females.
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TABLE 11















The data in Table 11 show no statistically significant
difference between the means of these two groups. However,
white lower-class females had a slightly higher mean score
than the Black lower-class females.
Table 12 contains a statistical comparison of the per¬




COMPARISON OF PERFORMANCE OF LOWER-CLASS
MALE SUBJECTS
Groups
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The data in Table 12 show no statistically significant
difference between the means of these groups. However,
lower-class Black males had a slightly higher mean score
than the lower-class white males.
Table 13 contains a statistical comparison of the per¬



















The data in Table 13 show no statistically significant
difference between the means of these two groups. However,
middle-class Black males had a slightly higher mean score
than the white.middle-class males.
Table 14 contains the results of a statistical compari¬



















The data in Table 14 show no statistically significant
difference between the means of these two groups. However,
the middle-class white females had a slightly higher mean
score than the middle-class Black females.
Table 15 contains the results of a statistical compari¬




COMPARISON OF PERFORMANCE OF MIDDLE-CLASS BLACK














The date in Table 15 show no statistically significant
difference between the means of these two groups. However,
the middle-class white females had a slightly higher mean score
than the middle-class Black males.
Table 16 contains the results of a statistical compari¬




COMPARISON OF PERFORMANCE OF MIDDLE-CLASS BLACK















The data in Table 16 reveal no statistically significant
difference between the means of these two groups. However,
the middle-class white males had a slightly higher mean
score than the middle-class Black females.
Table 17 contains the results of a comparison of the




COMPARISON OF PERFORMANCE OF MIDDLE-CLASS BLACK















The data in Table 17 show no statistically significant
difference between the means of these two groups. However,
the lower-class white females had a slightly higher mean
score than the middle-class Black females.
Table 18 contains the results of a comparison of the




COMPARISON OF PERFORMANCE OF MIDDLE-CLASS BLACK
MALES AND LOWER-CLASS WHITE MALES
Groups










The data in Table 18 reveal no statistically significant
difference between the means of these two groups. However,
the middle-class Black males had a slightly higher mean
score than the lower-class white males.
Table 19 contains the results of a comparison of the




COMPARISON OF PERFORMANCE OF MIDDLE-CLASS BLACK















The data in Table 19 reveals no statistically signifi¬
cant difference between the means of these two groups.
However, the middle-class Black males had a slightly higher
mean score than the lower-class white females.
Table 20 contains a summary of the findings obtained




Groups Compared N t
Blacks vs. Whites 120 1.093
Lower-Class Blacks vs, Lower-Class Whites 60 1.173
Middle-Class Blacks vs. Middle-Class Whites 60 1.461
Middle-Class Blacks vs. Lower-Class Blacks 6Ox .885
Middle-Class Whites vs. Lower-Class Whites 6Ox .721
Lower-Class Black Females vs. Lower-Class
White Females 20x .930
Lower-Class Black Males vs. Lower-Class
White Males 20 1.114
Middle-Class Black Males vs. Middle-Class
White Males 20 1.356
Middle-Class Black Females vs, Middle-Class
White Females 20 1.308
Middle-Class Black Males vs. Middle-Class
White Females 20 .493
Middle-Class Black Females vs. Middle-Class
White Females 20 .270
Middle-Class Black Females vs. Lower-Class
White Females 20 1.280
Middle-Class Black Males vs. Lower-Class
White Males 20 1.674




The data in Table 20 show no statistically significant
differences in any of the comparisons made.
Interpretations of findings.—Efforts are made here to
give meanings to the findings acquired from a thorough
analysis of the subjects' proximic scores.
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The major task is to compare the proximic scores of the
various groups of subjects who participated in this study.
Efforts are made to determine the effects, if any, that such
variables of race, sex, and social class had on proximic
scores of these subjects.
In Table 6, one sees a difference of .283 between the
means of Black and white subjects. This difference favors
the white subjects. Traditionally, socio-economic status
has favored whites. This means their social class status
may be expected to be higher than that of Blacks. The in¬
ference, that proximic scores are affected by social class,
Cctnnot be made from this small difference, especially since
this difference was statistically insignificant at the .05
level of confidence.
The fact that these proximic scores might have been
affected by such factors as the process by which these sub¬
jects were chosen, the method of acquiring these proximic
scores, etc., must be kept in mind always.
The scores, in Table 7, show a difference between the
mean scores of lower-class Blacks and lower-class whites of
.420. This difference favors the Black subjects. One of
the problems encountered here is the equating of these two
lower-class groups of subjects. Such a selection process
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would require the equating of each Black and white pair of
subjects on the basis of each variable judged to be signif¬
icant in affecting the proxomic scores of each subject
involved.
While the mean score of the whites (3.325) is higher
than that of the Blacks (3.042), the reverse condition holds
true for the data in Table 7. Lower-class Blacks had a
mean score of 2.250, while lower-class whites had a mean
score of 2,830. A difference of .420 favors the white s\ib-
jects. Do proximic factors have a greater effect on lower-
class Blacks than lower-class whites? These data do not
provide adequate evidence to answer this question. This
difference of ,420 was statistically insignificant at the
.05 level of confidence.
Although middle-class Blacks had a mean score of 3.580
while middle-class whites had a mean score of 3.070, with a
difference between these means of .510, this difference was
not statistically significant at the .05 level of confidence.
What accounts for this difference? Only speculations can be
offered here as the data provided are insufficient for
answering this question.
The middle-class Black subjects had a mean score of
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3.580 while the lower-class Blacks had a mean score of 3.250.
The difference between these mean scores was .330 favoring
the middle-class subjects. Here, again, this difference
failed to reach statistical' significance at the .05 level
of confidence. Whatever the cause of this difference was,
it had a greater effect on the middle-class Black subjects.
(See Table 9.)
Middle-class whites had a higher mean proximic score
(3.070) than that of lower-class whites (2.830). Although
the difference between these two means was small (.240), it
favored the middle-class whites. Here, again, one sees a
tendency for higher proximic mean scores to be associated
with higher social class. However, this difference of .240
was not statistically significant at the .05 level of con¬
fidence. Here, again, whatever caused this small difference
cannot be identified. Do the kinds of experiences that
middel-class whites have produce different proximic effects?
Unfortunately, this question cannot be amswered from the
infosnnation produced by this study. (See Table 10.)
The data in Table 11, show that lower-class white
females made a higher mean proximic score (3.550) than did
lower-class Black females (2.90). The difference between
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these means was ,650. This difference was not statistically
significant at the .05 level of confidence. One sees the
question can be raised as to whether the lower-class females
were equated for the two groups. If these groups were not
equated, the selection factor—along with others—might help
account for the difference in these mean proximic scores.
The data in Table 12, show that lower-class Black males
made a higher proximic mean score (3, 25) than that of the
lower-class white males. Although the difference between
these two means was small' (.600), it favored the lower-class
Black males. This difference was not statistically signif¬
icant at the .05 level of confidence. Two significant
questions can be raised here. Does the tern "lower-class"
have the same meaning for both groups? Are the subjects
selected for participation in this study equated? Unfor¬
tunately, no answer is available for either of these
questions. From the data in Table 13, one sees a larger
mean proximic score (3,75) for the middle-class Black males
than for the middle-class white males (2,90). Although this
difference favored the middle-class Black males, it was
statistically insignificant at the .05 level of confidence.
Here, again, the question is raised regarding the equating
of these groups. The significant point that must be made is
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the fact that meanings cannot he attributed to variables
that are not controlled.
From the data in Table 14, one sees that the middle-
class white females made a higher mean proximic score (3.45)
than that of the middel-class black females (2.75). Although
the difference between these two means was small (.700), this
difference favored the middle-class white females. This dif¬
ference was statistically insignificant at the .05 level of
confidence. Did the selection process account, partly or
totally, for this difference? Unfortunately* .no answer can
be provided for this question because the data provided do
not provide the basis for such an answer.
From the data provided in Table 15, one sees that the
middle-class Black males made a larger mean score (3.75)
than the middle-class white females. Although this difference
is small (.300), it favors the middle-class Black males.
This difference was not statistically significant at the .05
level of confidence. Were the experiences that the middle-
class Black males had experienced more conducive to proximic
scores? Did the selection process account, in part or total¬
ly, for this difference in the mean proximic scores? One can
only speculate about these questions. Traditionally, our
society has prescribed different experiences for males and
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females—certainly for Black middle-class females and middle-
class white females. The specific effects of these social
forces cannot he identified and evaluated—especially from
the information provided in this study.
Table 16 shows data that reveal the fact that white
middle-dlass males had a higher mean proximic score (2.90)
than that of the middle-class Black females (2.75). Although
this difference was small (.150), it favored the middle-class
white males. This difference was statistically insignificant
at the .05 level of confidence. Social customs have general¬
ly favored the middle-class male in our culture. One could
- argue convincingly this point of view. However, these data,
provided by this study, do not allow for the drawing of such
a conclusion.
The data in Table 17 reveal a larger mean proximic score
for the lower-class white females than that of the middle-
class Black females. These means were 3.55 and 2.75,
respectively. Although this difference was small (.800),
it favored the lower-class white females. This difference
was statistically insignificant at the .05 level of confi¬
dence. A very significant question can be raised here.
.Were, the experiential backgroxands of the lower-class white
females more conducive to higher mean proximic scores than
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the experiential backgrounds of the middle-class Black
females? Here, again, one can only speculate about an answer
to this question because the data provided by this study do
not provide an essential basis for an answer.
In Table 18, one sees the fact that the middle-class
Black males had a higher mean proximic score (3.75) than that
of the lower-class white males (2.65). Although this dif¬
ference between these two means was small (1.100), it favored
the middle-class Black males. If experiential backgrounds
had any effects on these proximic scores, the scores of the
middle-class Black males were affected more than those of the
lower-class white males. This difference between these means
was statistically insignificant at the .05 level of confidence.
The data in Table 19 show a higher mean proximic score
for middle-class Black males (3.75) than that of the lower-
class white females (3.45). Although this difference between
these means is small, it favors the middle-class Black males.
This difference was statistically insignificant at the .05
level of confidence. Whatever produced these proximic scores,
it had a consistent effect upon the middle-class Black males.
Perhaps this is as precise as one can be at this time under
the circximstances produced by the information produced by
this study
CHAPTER III
CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Recaptulation of research design.—It is difficult to
study proximic behavioral patterns among different racial
groups. Differences in social orientations may be found to
be permeating factors affecting proximic behavioral patterns.
It is very difficult to accurately identify the effects of
such socialization processes. It is reasonable to assume
that such teachings may affect one's attitudes toward others
as well as their patterns of behaving. There is no reliable
way of determining the presence of an attitude or feeling
before one behaves overtly. Then, inferences about feelings
are made from overt behavior.
If proximic behavioral patterns can be attributed to
persons of a specific race, social,class,, etc., predicting
proximic behavioral patterns can be made more accurately
and easily.
Statement of the problem.—The problem with which this
study was concerned was that of studying the proximic be-;
havioral patterns of a selected group of Black and white
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subjects of lower- and middle-class status.
Limitations of the study.—This study was limited be-
::ause:
1. The participants did not constitute a representa¬
tive sample of a well defined population.
2. The proximic scores represent some biases of the
observers.
3. The social class statuses were not carefully deter¬
mined by high developed criteria.
Locale of the study.—This study was made in Hampton
and Orangeburg Coiinties, South Carolina.
Purpose of the study,—The purpose of this study was to
ietermine the differential effects that racial and class dif
ferences had on proximic behavioral patterns. More specific
ally, the study was designed to test the hypotheses listed
below,
1. The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ
significantly for Black and white subjects.
2. The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ
significantly for middle-class Black and white
subjects.
3. The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ
significantly for lower-class Blacks and white
subjects.
4. The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ
significantly for middle-class Blacks and lower-
class Black subjects.
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5. The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ
significantly for middle-class whites and lower-
class white svibjects.
6. The proximic behavioral patterns of lower-class
Black females will not differ significantly from
those of lower-class white males,
7. The proximic behavioral patterns of lower-class
Black males will not differ significantly from those
of lower-class white males.
8. The proximic behavioral patterns of middle—class
Black males will not differ significantly from those
of middle-class white males,
9. The proximic behavioral patterns of middle-class
Black females will not differ significantly from
those of middle-class white females.
10. The proximic behavioral patterns of middle-class
Black males and middle-class white females will not
differ significantly.
11. The proximic behavioral patterns of middle-class
Black females and middle-class white males will not
differ significantly.
12. The proximic behavioral patterns of middle-class
Black females and lower-class white females will
not differ significcuitly,
13. The proxomic behavioral patterns of middle-class
Black males and lower-class white males will not
differ significantly.
14. The proximic behavioral patterns of middle-class
Black males and lower-class white females will not
differ significantly.
Method of research.—The descriptive-survey method of
research, employing statistical analysis techniques, was
72
used in this study.
Svunmary of review of related literature.—Meisels and
Canter tested the hypothesis that greater spatial distances
would be used in high stress situations when discussing a
controversial topic by introverted and deviant subjects. Re¬
sults did not support the hypothesis.^
Pedersen investigated personality and demographic cor¬
relates of simulated personal space.
Subjects with smaller personal spaces were less aggressive,
more self-acceptable, tolerated more ambiguity, and tended to
have a higher self ideal.^ Stibjects with smaller back space
showed evidence of higher self acceptance levels, higher
3
emotional stability levels, and a lower intake of alcohol.
Sewell and Heisler explored the relationship between
personality traits and proximity preferences, ohe results
showed that people who search high on the exhibition scale
positioned themselves closer to the experimenter. Those.
^Meisels and Canter, op. cit., p. 288.
^Peders^h, ob. cit., p. 533
^Ibid., p. 533.
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scoring high on the Impulsivity Scale also selected distances
close to the experimenter. Also, higher scorers on the
"Cognitive Structure" scale tended to sit farther from the
experimenter.^
Moore and Feller found that the presence of another sub¬
ject in one of their chairs altered the seating preferences
of the subject as compared to the "absent other" conditions.
The results substantiated the assumption that behavior
proximity is an importcint factor of seating preferences in
interpersonal communication situations.^
BroeTcmann and Moller studied seating preferences in
various situations, for example, home, social, and formal
settings. The findings showed no statistically significant
differences between seating positions found in counseling and
formal situations.^
Stokols points out the inconsistency in the findings of
various studies. A lack of clarity of such terms as "density"
^Sewell and Heisler, op. cit., p. 151.
^Moore and Feller, op. cit., p. 1073.
3
Broekmann and Moller, o£. cit., p. 506.
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and "crowding" may account, in part, for this inconsistency.^
White investigated the relationship between room size
and proximic behavior, as it is affected by the sex and
status of the interactants. The results showed an inverse
relationship between conversation distance and room size,^
Bl\amenthal and Carpenter investigated the effects of
population density on the behavior of patients in mental
hospitals. Results showed that increasing the nvimber of
persons in an intensive care unit had no statistically
significant difference on the overt behaviors of the patients
occupying the unit in any of the categories that were devel¬
oped . ^
Watson and Graves tested the hypothesis that Arab
students' interaction distances were closer than those of
American students.^
Edwards tested the hypothesis that during encounter
situations, the distance and degree which the interactants
employ are determined by such factors as acquaintance,
^Stokols, (0£. cit., p. 276.
^White, op. cit., p. 247.
3
Blumenthal and Carpenter, op. cit., p. 99.
^Watson and Graves, op. cit., p. 983.
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cultural background, presence or absence of stress, strength
of interpersonal involvement, and the friendliness or hostil¬
ity of the encounters. This hypothesis was confirmed,^
Aiello and Jones studied variations of proximic be¬
haviors in Black, Puerto Rican, and middle-class white
subcultures. The findings suggested that sex influenced
cultural differences for white middle-class svibjects but not
for Black and Puerto Rican subcultures. Lower-class Black
and Puerto Ricans had closer interaction distances, but less
direct shoulder axis orientation.^
Calhoun studied the possible results of population
density and social pathology. The findings showed that a
nice community became one overwhelmed with social problems
if conditions such as overcrowding developed or if faulty
planning is utilized in the structuring of communities.^
Findings and interpretations.—The analysis of the data
in this study warrants the findings shown in the table
^Edwards, op. cit., p. 171.
^Aiello and Jones, op. cit., p. 354.
3
Calhoun, op. cit., p. 148.
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provided below and the pages that follow, respectively.
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
Groups Compared N t
Blacks vs. Whites 120 1.093
Lower-Class Blacks vs. Lower-Class Whites 60 1.73
Middle-Class Blacks vs. Middle-Class
Whites 60 1.461
Middle Class Blacks vs. Lower-Class
Blacks 60 .885
Middle Class Whites vs. Lower-Class
Whites 60 .721
Lower-Class Black Females vs. Lower-
Class White Females 20 .930
Lower-Class Black Males vs. Lower- Class
White Males 20 1.114
Middle-Class Black Males vs. Middle-
Class White Males 20 1.356
Middle-Class Black Females vs. Middle-
Class White Females 20 1.308
Middle-Class Black Males vs. Middle-Class
White Females 20 .493
Middle-Class Black Females vs, Middle-
Class White Females 20 .270
Middle-Class Black Females vs. Lower-
Class White Females 20 1.280
Middle-Class Black Males vs. Lower-
Class White Males 20 . 1.674
Middle-Class Black Males vs. Lower-
Class White Females 20 .498
Conclusions.—The conclusions, drawn from the data
produced by this study, are related to the specific hypothe¬
ses that were tested. These hypotheses and their respective
conclusions are listed below.
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1, The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ for
Black and white subjects.
The "t" was 1.093. This difference between the
means of these two groups was statistically insig¬
nificant at the ,05 level of confidence. Therefore,
the hypothesis was accepted.
2, The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ for
middle-class Black and white subjects.
The "t" was 1.461 and was statistically insignificant
at the .05 level of confidence. Therefore, the hypo¬
thesis was accepted.
3, The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ for
lower-class Black amd white subjects.
The "t" was 1.173 which was statistically insignifi-
CcUit at the .05 level of confidence. Therefore, the
hypothesis was accepted.
4, The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ for
middle-class Blacks and lower-class Blacks.
The "t" was .885 which was statistically insignifi¬
cant at the .05 level of confidence. Therefore, the
hypothesis was accepted.
5, The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ for
middle-class whites and lower-class whites.
The "t" was .721 which was statistically insignifi¬
cant at the .05 level of confidence. Therefore,
the hypothesis was accepted,
6, The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ for
lower-class Black females and lower-class white
females.
The "t" was ,930 which was statistically insignifi¬
cant at the .05 level of confidence. Therefore,
the hypothesis was accepted.
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7. The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ for
lower-class Black males and lower-class white males.
The "t" was 1.114 which was statistically insignifi¬
cant at the .05 level of confidence. Therefore,
the hypothesis was accepted.
8. The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ for
middle-class Black males and middle-class white
males.
The "t" was 1.356 which was statistically insignifi¬
cant at the .05 level of confidence. Therefore,
the hypothesis was accepted.
9. The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ for
middle-class Black females and middle-class white
females.
The "t" was 1.308 which was statistically insignifi¬
cant at the .05 level of confidence. Therefore,
the hypothesis was accepted.
10. The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ for
middle-class Black males and middle-class white
females.
The "t" was .493 which was statistically insignifi¬
cant at the .05 level of confidence. Therefore, -
the hypothesis was accepted.
11. The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ for
middle-class Black females and middle-class white
males.
The "t" was .270 which was statistically insignifi-
Ccuit at the .05 level of confidence. Therefore,
the hypothesis was accepted.
12. The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ for
middle-class Black females and lower-class white
f^ales.
The "t" was 1.280 which was statistically insignifi¬
cant at the .05 level of confidence. Therefore,
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the hypothesis was accepted.
13. The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ for
middle-class Black males and lower-class white males.
The "t" was 1.674 which was statistically insignifi¬
cant at the .05 level of confidence. Therefore,
the hypothesis was accepted.
14. The proximic behavioral patterns will not differ for
middle-class Black males and lower-class white
females.
The "t" was .498 which was statistically insignifi¬
cant at the .05 level of confidence. Therefore,
the hypothesis was accepted.
Implications.—The implications listed below seem to be
warreinted from the conclusion drawn from the findings of
this study. Although each hypothesis tested was accepted,
some interesting inferences can be made from some of the
data provided.
1. Proximic behavioral pattern was strongest among
middle-class Black males. The mean score was 3.750.
2. Lower-class white females had the second strongest
proximic behavioral pattern. The mean was 3.550.
3. Middle-class white females had the third strongest
proximic behavioral pattern. The mean was 3.45.
4. Lower-class white males had the weakess proximic
behavioral pattern. The mean was 2.65.
5. Middle-class Black females had the second lowest
proximic behavioral pattern. The mean was 2.75.
6. Lower-class Black females and middle-class white
males had identical proximic behavioral patterns.
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The means were 2.90.
7. The relationship between proximic behavioral patterns
and race, social class, etc. should be controlled
more rigidly in better planned studies.
8. Such terms as "lower- and middle-class status"
should be defined more precisely and used as
specific criteria for the selection of subjects for
further investigation of the effects of such vari¬
ables as race, sex, social class, etc., on proximic
behavioral patterns.
Recommendations.—The implications drawn from the con¬
clusions of this study seem to warrant the following recom¬
mendations !
1. The finding that middle-class Black males having
the strongest proximic behavioral pattern be in¬
vestigated more thoroughly.
2. The finding of lower-class white females having the
second strongest proximic behavioral pattern be
investigated more thoroughly, also.
3. The finding that middle-class white females having
the third strongest proximic behavioral pattern be
investigated more thoroughly.
4. More well-planned, thorough implemented studies
should be made to identify more accurately and pre¬
cisely the effects that such variables as race,
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FIGURE I
Zero 1, 2, 4, 8 are most frequently used . Zero is




Six and 7 are used as a means of disengaging
FIGURE III
(3) (5)
Three and 5, the least used are found in informal con¬
versation.
DATA COLLECTION SHEET FOR INTERACTING DYADS
H |> / 1) / [)
(0)
(4)
(1)
!>
(5) (6)
(2)
<7)
(3)
\l^ <tt>
(8)
Female/Feraale Male/Male Female/Male
1. 1. 1
2. 2. 2
3. 3. 3
4. 4. 4
5. 5. 5
6. 6. 6
7. 7. 7
8. 8. 8
9. 9. 9
10. 10. 10
11. 11. 11
12. 12. 12
13. 13. 13
14. 14. 14
15. 15. 15
16. 16. 16
17. 17. 17
18. 18. 18
19. 19. 19
20. 20. 20
